AS-279-88 Resolution on Enrollment Growth to 15,000 FTE and Beyond by Long-Range Planning Committee,
Adopted: March 8, 1988 
ACADEMIC SENATE 
OF 
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 
San Luis Obispo, California 
Background statement: 
During the summer of 1987, Chancellor Reynolds requested Cal Poly (as well as other CSU 
schools) to consider how to expand student enrollment to meet the growing need for higher 
education in the state. The Chancellor asked for a report by April1, 1988. President Baker 
sought the advice of the Academic Senate (through its Long-Range Planning Committee) and the 
Deans' Council regarding growth to the current Master Plan limit of 15,000 and possibly 
beyond in the future. 
The Long-Range Planning Committee and Deans' Council held some joint meetings, shared 
information, and consulted individuals outside Cal Poly for their expertise (such as 
demographer Harold Hodgkinson). However, no time was available to collect new primary data 
nor to conduct special studies. The attached report summarizes the findings and 
recommendations of the Long-Range Planning Committee. In addition, a complete set of the 
background papers prepared by the committee is on file in the Academic Senate Office. 
The following resolution is based on the premises that some growth in enrollment is appropriate 
to Cal Poly, but that program addition or expansion should be carefully planned so as to respond 
to external pressures, to take advantage of academic opportunities, and to assure that necessary 
instructional and non-instructional facilities and services are available to support the increase 
in numbers. 
AS-279-88/LRPC 
RESOLUTION ON 

ENROLLMENT GROWTH TO 15.000 FIE AND BEYOND 

WHEREAS 	 Cal Poly has been asked to consider when and how it might accommodate an 
increase in enrollment at two levels -- to 15,000 FTE and beyond 15,000 FTE; 
THEREFORE, BE IT 
RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate of California Polytechnic State University adopt the 
attached report prepared by the Academic Senate Long-Range Planning Committee 
specifying criteria and conditions for educational equity, composition of the 
student body, and program addition and expansion; and be it further 
RESOLVED: 	 That Cal Poly enter a first phase of growth in enrollment toward 15,000 FTE no 
sooner than the 1991-1992 academic year to allow time for the completion of 
approved facilities and for the approval of funds to alleviate other shortages ( in 
both instructional and non-instructional facilities and services}, as specified in 
the attached report prepared by the Academic Senate Long-Range Planning 
Committee; and be it further 
RESOLVED: 	 That Cal Poly prepare a comprehensive plan, in consultation with the Academic 
Senate, covering demographic projections, composition of the student body, 
program addition and expansion, facility location and timing, and community 
impact to determine whether and how Cal Poly could accommodate an increase in 
enrollment to a range of 16,600 to 17,400 FTE over the next fifteen years, as 
specified in the attached report prepared by the Academic Senate Long-Range 
Planning Committee. 
Proposed By: 
Academic Senate Long-Range 
Planning Committee 
February 16, 1988 
Revised: February 23, 1988 
Revised: March 8, 1988 
Academic Senate 

Long-Range Planning Committee 

Report on 

ENROLLMENT GROWTH TO 15,000 FTE AND BEYOND 
The following report summarizes the information used, issues raised, and, in some instances, 
the reasoning followed during Long-Range Planning Committee deliberations about future 
enrollment growth. This report builds on AS-220-86/LRPC, passed two years ago, which also 
addressed enrollment issues. Key excerpts from that Senate Resolution are attached. More 
complete information is available in a set of working papers on file at the Academic Senate office 
and from the sources cited in the Reference list attached to this report. 
The report and recommendations are based on the following premises: 
1. 	 Some growth in enrollment is appropriate to Cal Poly, but the numbers depend upon 
the nature of the growth that would occur. In other words, growth cannot be thought 
of as simply expanding what we currently have. Instead, the Committee sought to 
consider the conditions under which Cal Poly could grow. 
2. 	 Enrollment growth at Cal Poly should respond to external demographic changes and 
pressures that affect higher education, especially in California. 
3. 	 Enrollment growth at Cal Poly must also recognize state expectations regarding CSU 
schools, particularly with respect to the enrollment of transfer students and 
support for the Community College system. 
4. 	 Plans for enrollment growth at Cal Poly should acknowledge Cal Poly's special role 
as a polytechnic university and the adopted mission statement of the University. 
5. 	 The conditions necessary to accommodate programmatic growth to 15,000 FTE 
include the provision of non-instructional facilities and services as well as 
instructional facilities and staff. (This basically reinforces and further specifies 
AS-220-86/LRPC.) 
6. 	 Finally, the conditions necessary to consider any programmatic growth beyond 
15,000 FTE involve a rate of growth which is sensitive to Cal Poly's impact on 
surrounding communities; a rate of growth that could be assessed in stages; and a 
total amount of growth that could be handled by the campus. The Committee was 
reluctant to indicate a maximum number for future enrollment, because it will take 
further study to determine how well the conditions for growth beyond 15,000 can 
be satisfied. To assure that the conditions which must be met in order to 
accommodate growth would not be overshadowed by the number itself, the Committee 
was willing to refer only to a range, with the understanding that it must be tied to a 
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plan that would show how the list of conditions in the recommendations which follow 
could be met. 
I. Demography and Educational Equity 
A. 	 Discussion and Findings 
The committee examined data on nationwide trends in higher education, on high school graduation 
and matriculation by ethnic group, on demographic change in California, and on enrollment 
characteristics of Cal Poly. The committee also met with demographer Harold Hodgkinson to 
discuss some of the ramifications of change in California for Cal Poly. From this, several key 
factors emerge: 
1. 	 The absolute number of high school graduates is currently declining, but will turn 
around (in California in 1990); 
2. 	 College students are becoming older, on average, and less-likely to enroll full-time 
and/or complete a degree within 4-5 years. At Cal Poly this decrease in the average 
student load means that the total number of students enrolled is about 10 percent 
more than the FTE they generate (i.e., it takes about 15,620 students to generate 
14,200 FTE); 
3. 	 The increasing non-white population in California is not being reflected to the same 
extent in college enrollments. (Asians participate at a higher rate; Blacks and 
Latinos at a lower rate than whites.) Cal Poly enrolls even fewer non-white 
students than most other CSU schools; 
4. 	 Ethnic groups vary significantly according to their choice of major or occupation 
and their college preferences; 
5. 	 Overall, the changing demography in California means that Cal Poly will not be able 
to continue to draw so many of its students from its traditional pool of 
predominantly white applicants; 
6. 	 The concept of educational equity requires that Cal Poly increase its proportion of 
under-represented students; yet attaining educational equity requires 
extraordinary efforts by colleges and universities and special attention to high 
school preparation and recruiting. 
8. 	 Recommendations 
1. 	 That any increase in enrollment at Cal Poly take account of the beneficial effects of 
diversity which might arise from the admission of CSU qualified under-represented 
students and be consistent with educational equity plans already approved by the 
schools and the University; 
2. 	 That Cal Poly support, expand or create the following kinds of programs (with 
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sufficient funding) to draw and retain more ethnic minority students: (1)To 
increase eligibility and recruitment through high school counseling, and "feeder" or 
"farm" programs at specified community colleges for certain majors to effectively 
guarantee transfer to Cal Poly as juniors; (2) To increase community support 
through residential choice on and off campus, and appropriate social opportunities; 
(3)To increase retention through faculty and staff models and mentors, academic 
advising and personal counseling, easing procedure for changing majors and 
providing students with financial aid; 
3. 	 That Cal Poly expand student support services, including record keeping, food 
service and book store supplies to accommodate the needs of students with different 
cultural backgrounds and of part-time students and others who do not progress at a 
"normal" rate or enroll continuously from quarter to quarter. 
II. Composition of the Student Body 
A. 	 Discussion and Findings 
The committee found a need for clarification of the current percentages of undergraduate 
transfers vs. first-time freshmen. While common knowledge holds that Cal Poly's enrollment 
represents the reverse of the CSU system in general, the committee found that this is only true 
of Fall Quarter (which ranges from 42 to 49 percent transfer students). Indeed, data for 
enrollment across the entire academic year revealed that the percentage of undergraduate 
transfers has ranged in recent years between 54 and 60 percent -- not far off the state mandate 
of a minimum of 60 percent. 
Further, the Master Plan Renewed calls for four-year institutions to "maintain lower-division 
enrollment systemwide at no more than 40 percent of total undergraduate enrollment" (p. 15). 
For Fall Quarter 1987 enrollment at Cal Poly consisted of 36.2 percent freshmen and 
sophomores and 63.8 percent upper division students. The only school which enrolled more than 
40 percent in the lower division was Science and Math (at 46.7%). 
Discussion of any need to increase the relative percentages of undergraduate transfer students 
vs. first-time freshmen reflects countervailing forces at Cal Poly. 
On the one hand, the state legislature and Master Plan Renewed report insist that CSU schools 
enroll at least 60 percent upper division students. Reasons are partly financial-- it is 
significantly less costly for students to attend community colleges than CSU or UC schools. In 
addition, under-represented minority students are more likely to attend community colleges 
initially, so increasing the proportion of transfer students can also increase the prospects for 
achieving educational equity goals. Finally, fulfillment of General Education and Breadth 
requirements at the community colleges relieves CSU schools of much of this burden (both on 
facilities and faculty), allowing more attention to advanced study (upper division courses) in 
the CSU. 
On the other hand, Cal Poly's practice of requiring students to declare a major upon admission as 
freshmen means that most majors are designed for a four-five year sequence. Further, many of ) 
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the polytechnic majors require careful course sequencing to ensure that students have completed 
pre-requisites before entering advanced courses. Such sequencing has been difficult to 
coordinate with community colleges, especially in specialized fields where the community 
colleges cannot reasonably be expected to provide all of the necessary pre-requisites to allow 
students to transfer to Cal Poly as juniors. 
A further complication at Cal Poly is that many students who may be considered upper division 
students based on accumulated quarter units have not completed their lower division General 
Education and Breadth courses either prior to entering Cal Poly nor during their first two years 
at Cal Poly (if they enter as first-time freshmen). 
The role of graduate education has received less attention. While acceptable according to the Cal 
Poly mission, "to enrich ... the undergraduate experience," graduate programs are small 
(currently constituting less than 1 0 percent of all Cal Poly students) and unevenly distributed 
in the University. (For example, they range from only 2.5 percent in liberal arts to neary 19 
percent in Professional Studies and Education.) 
The mission statement does not address Cal Poly's relative responsibility to education in the 
state versus a more local population. Cal Poly occupies a unique position in the CSU system as a 
university with nationwide, even worldwide, recognition in some fields. Yet, there is a demand 
from students who graduate from high school and attend community colleges in the Central Coast 
region to attend Cal Poly. 
B. 	 Recommendations 
1. 	 That schools or programs which enroll less than 60 percent upper division students 
attempt to redesign their curricula (especially pre-requisites and sequencing of 
courses) to articulate with appropriate preparation at community colleges so as to 
facilitate the admission of more transfer students; 
2. 	 That graduate programs be allowed to expand and new graduate programs be added 
that fit the polytechnic character of Cal Poly and support existing undergraduate 
programs; 
3. 	 That Cal Poly provide support services appropriate to the educational, financial and 
social needs of graduate students to the extent that they differ from undergraduates; 
4. 	 That Cal Poly continue to give some admission priority to the student population 
from the Central Coast. 
Ill. Program Characteristics 
A. 	 Discussion and Findings 
The committee looked primarily to Cal Poly's mission statement to discuss what kinds of 
programs might be expanded or added in the future. Thus, the committee was concerned with 
maintaining, indeed capitalizing on, the special polytechnic character of Cal Poly. 
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In addition, future employment prospects for graduates are critical. However, projection of 
future demand for specific programs depends upon reliable economic forecasting, which was not 
available to the committee. (The committee plans to submit a supplementary forecasting 
report.) Further, individual members lacked sufficient expertise to assess the prospects for 
specific areas. The committee discussed a few possibilities for the future, such as 
biotechnology, but concluded that it would be more responsible to establish some criteria for 
evaluating future program proposals. Thus, proponents of a particular program could be asked 
to conduct a market analysis and provide the evidence of future demand for the field at the time 
that they submit a proposal. This approach provides flexibility for the University -- both to 
avoid remaining committed to programs which are currently popular but may decline in the 
future as well as to take advantage of new opportunities as they arise. 
Key findings include the following: 
1. 	 Recent employment trends and projections for the future show that not all currently 
impacted programs will continue to be in high demand; 
2. 	 The Cal Poly mission statement emphasizes polytechnic education and the application 
of scientific knowledge to contemporary problems; 
3. 	 There are opportunities for an interdisciplinary approach to instruction between 
schools to take advantage of the polytechnic character of Cal Poly . 
.6... 	 Recommendations 
That enrollment increases in programs at Cal Poly be considered when there is a 
demonstrated demand for employment in that field continuing to and beyond the year 
2000. 
IV. Growth to 15.000 FIE 
A. 	 Discussion and Findings 
Although Cal Poly has been budgeted at 14,200 FTE since 1977-78, enrollment has been 
projected to increase to 14,600 in 1990-91 and to 15,000 in 1991-92. The committee felt 
that this schedule should be delayed one year, to wait out the decline in high school graduates 
which reaches the bottom of the trough in 1990. With respect to programs, the increment from 
14,200 to 14,600 has already been allocated to programs which have been approved but not yet 
implemented. 
Facility planning has proceeded accordingly with recent approval by the CSU trustees of key 
instructional facilities. However, the committee found no assurance that non-instructional 
facilities and support services would keep pace with the instructional facilities. For example, 
both the Administration Building and University Union were built for fewer than the current 
number of students (13,000 and 12,000 respectively). Also, certain computing services and 
the library budget for periodicals and new acquisitions are insufficient to support current 
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enrollment. Further, outdoor recreation space is at a premium and students lack indoor space 
for studying and socializing. On the other hand, parking is more than sufficient -- complaints 
stem from inconvenience rather than lack of space. 
Key findings include the following: 
1. 	 A number of new programs which would generate additional FTE have been approved 
but not implemented; 
2. 	 The number of high school graduates in California is expected to reach a low point in 
1990 and then begin to increase again; 
3. 	 Some facilities, such as the Recreation Center, Dairy Science Instruction Center, 
addition to Business Administration and Education, and new Faculty Office Building, 
designed to meet current deficits and/or to support enrollment growth to 15,000 
have been approved by the Trustees, but remain subject to continued funding as part 
of a state-wide bond issue; 
4. 	 Other facilities, such as the University Union, Administration Building, Kennedy 
Library, outdoor recreation space, and student services (even after the new Student 
Services Building is completed) are inadequate to meet current enrollment levels 
and/or are inadequate to support an increase to 15,000 FTE, and no specific plans 
have been approved to expand them; 
5. 	 Academic Senate Resolution AS-220-86/LRPC (approved by the President, July 
23, 1986} states that facility deficits must be met before any enrollment expansion 
be considered. 
B. 	 Recommendations 
1. 	 That the first phase of growth toward 15,000 FTE accommodate programs which 
have been approved but not yet implemented; 
2. 	 That Cal Poly enter the first phase of growth in enrollment toward 15,000 FTE no 
sooner than the 1991-1992 academic year to allow time for recruiting and 
counseling efforts to reach students who will be at the forefront of the new increase 
in high school graduates; 
3. 	 That Cal Poly consider entering a second phase of growth toward 15,000 after the 
approved facilities have been completed and funds have been approved to alleviate 
other shortages (including non-instructional facilities and services). 
V. Extent and Phasing of Growth Beyond 15.000 FIE 
Growth beyond 15,000 is complicated by many factors. A state-wide increase in high school 
graduates after 1990 creates a need for additional capacity in the CSU system. Indeed, some 
enrollment growth can be beneficial to individual schools. Increases in enrollment can bring 
6 

more resources to the University and permit program expansion or addition without 
jeopardizing existing programs. Further, departments which have been unable to hire any new 
faculty because of lack of turnover would benefit from an increase in enrollment that would 
generate new tenure-track positions. 
However, because growth beyond 15,000 FTE goes beyond the existing Master Plan for Higher 
Education and would create a number of impacts, an Environmental Impact Report would have to 
be prepared. To do so, Cal Poly would need to address how rapidly it would grow, what facilities 
and other resources would be required, how students would be housed, and how traffic congestion 
would be handled. The rate and extent of growth would affect the image and character of Cal Poly, 
both visually and educationally. Basic infrastructure is apparently sufficient (water and 
sewer), but the campus has very limited space for new buildings within a ten-minute walking 
radius without giving up open space. Further, internal circulation (of cars, bicycles and 
pedestrians) becomes more difficult to manage as numbers increase. Just as importantly, 
unless Cal Poly provides more housing on campus, all new enrollment would lead to a greater 
demand for student (and faculty and staff) housing in San Luis Obispo and other nearby 
communities. Already, many of these face constraints on growth due to limits on water supply, 
sewage treatment and/or buildable land. More commuting would mean more cars, more traffic 
congestion and more need for parking. Thus, a careful plan to address these issues would be 
essential. 
Key findings include the following: 
1. 	 The number of high school graduates in California is expected to increase steadily 
after 1990 (at about 3.7 percent per year); 
2. 	 Cal Poly's polytechnic emphasis is especially suited to prepare students for future 
jobs in the state; 
3. 	 Some growth in enrollment can create opportunities for educational diversity; 
4. 	 Some growth in enrollment can create opportunities for new faculty positions in 
departments which do not expect to experience any turnover; 
5. 	 Some growth in enrollment can bring new resources to the University; 
6. 	 The campus infrastructure (utility systems) have excess capacity (the most 
limiting of which are sewage transmission lines); 
7. 	 Cal Poly's campus has a limited amount of space remaining to construct buildings 
within a 1 0-minute walking radius; 
8. 	 New structures increase the density of development and supplant open space on the 
campus; whereas development in the surrounding area places prime agricultural 
land at risk; 
9. 	 Students rate the geographic setting and appearance of the campus second only to its 
academic reputation as reasons for selecting Cal Poly; 
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10. 	 Vehicular ingress and egress from Cal Poly is already inadequate (especially in the 
event of any areawide emergency); 
11. 	 Cal Poly has a significant impact on overall population growth, housing and traffic 
congestion in the surrounding community, at the same time as it contributes to the 
area's economy; 
12. 	 The growth of the City of San Luis Obispo and surrounding communities is 

constrained by limitations on water supply, sewage treatment capacity, and 

buildable land; 

13. 	 Population in San Luis Obispo County is expected to grow at about 2.3 percent per 
year through the year 2000; 
14. 	 The communities in San Luis Obispo County which have the greatest capacities for 
growth are in the southern and northern parts of the County, farthest removed from 
Cal Poly and least well-served by public transportation; 
15. 	 Academic Senate Resolution AS-220-86/LRPC (Approved by the President, July 
23, 1986) states that "expansion should only occur after a detailed expansion plan 
is developed." 
B. 	 Recommendations 
1. 	 That Cal Poly consider a modest expansion in enrollment beyond the 15,000 FTE in 
the current Master Plan for Higher Education; 
2. 	 That such growth must fit within the parameters of community growth policies and 
constraints; 
3. 	 That the first phase of growth beyond 15,000 FTE be considered no sooner than two 
to three years after enrollment reaches 15,000 FTE; 
4. 	 That such growth occur in increments, whereby two to three years of growth (of 
400 FTE per year) are followed by two to three years of stabilization to permit 
time for catching up and for assessment of the impacts of growth before considering 
a new phase; 
5. 	 That Cal Poly consider each new phase of growth after facilities have been completed 
and funds have been approved to alleviate any shortages in instructional space, 
non-instructional space, and supporting services; 
6. 	 That Cal Poly maintain its visual image of smallness and rural setting, by limiting 
the size (height and bulk) of new structures, by sensitive placement and 
landscaping of new buildings, by preserving open space within the campus, and by 
maintaining open land around the campus; 
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7. 	 That any growth which required the conversion of University agriculture land 
from its present use be done so after consultation and adherence to University land 
use policy recommendations; 
8. 	 That Cal Poly maintain its ambience of smallness and intimacy by retaining small 
class sizes, early affiliation of students with a specific program or department, 
participation in student activities and access to student services; 
9. 	 That Cal Poly consider reducing its impact on community housing and traffic 
congestion by adding an attractive variety of residential facilities on campus 
(including necessary infrastructure and supporting services); 
10. That Cal Poly consider limiting vehicular access to the campus; create more 
incentives to encourage commuting by means other than the automobile; and provide 
more facilities for non-auto-users; 
11. 	 That Cal Poly assign a full-time professional staff position to campus planning to 
work with the Academic Senate Long-Range Planning Committee and coordinate a 
comprehensive plan, covering demographic projections, composition of the student 
body, program addition and expansion, facility location and timing, and community 
impact to determine whether and how Cal Poly could accommodate an increase in 
enrollment to a range of 16,600 to 17,400 over the next fifteen years. 
Attachments 
Selected excerpts from AS-220-86/LRPC, "Revised Enrollment Recommendations" 
List of Long-Range Planning Committee Working Papers on Enrollment Growth 
References 
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Selected Excerpts 

from 

California Polytechnic State University Academic Senate Resolution on 

"Revised Enrollment Recommendations" 

AS-220-86/LRPC 

(approved by President Baker, July 23, 1986) 

"There is strong consensus ... to hold the size of Cal Poly at 14,200 FTE until such time as the 
current shortages of facilities (e.g., classrooms, laboratories, faculty offices) are corrected." 
Data for 1985-1986 showed that Cal Poly only had sufficient facilities to support an enrollment 
of 11,900 FTE (or a facility deficit of 2300 FTE). "This would suggest that any increase in 
enrollment beyond our authorized 14,200 should only occur when currently planned physical 
plant expansion projects are completed in 1990-91 ...." 
The Senate approved the Long-Range Planning Committee recommendation that the following 
issues must be addressed before an increase of 800 FTE could be supported: "(1) How will these 
additional 800 students be distributed among new and existing programs: (2) How and when 
will the whole range of additional staff and facilities be added to handle these new students? ... 
[A]ny such expansion should only occur after a detailed expansion plan is developed. Such a plan 
would address the number and timing of new students, their level (freshman, transfer, or 
graduate) and their school or area. It would also address the timing and lcoation of facilities to 
serve these students. Such facilities would include not only classrooms and laboratories, but 
also faculty offices (at least 50 at present student-teacher ratio on campus), parking, 
recreation (land and facilities), housing and support staff .... [S]uch facilities should be in 
place before students." 
1 0 
Academic Senate 

Long-Range Planning Committee, 1987-1988 

List of Working Papers on Enrollment Growth to 15,000 FTE and Beyond 
(Complete set on file in Academic Senate office) 
1. 	 Model for considering enrollment options 
2. 	 Demographic factors affecting Cal Poly enrollment 
3. 	 Selective summary: Master Plan Renewed 
4. 	 Selective summary: California Master Plan for Economic Development and 

Competitiveness 

5. 	 Potentials for future programs 
6. 	 Cal Poly growth to 15,000 FTE 
7. 	 How to handle planned growth beyond 15,000 FTE 
8. 	 Some thoughts on numbers beyond 15,000 FTE 
9. 	 Image/character of Cal Poly 
10. City and community consequences of enrollment growth at Cal Poly 
11 . References 
NOTE: These papers are in various states of refinement, and sometimes include personal 
recommendations or viewpoints held by individual members of the committee which were 
refined during subsequent discussions. 
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State of California CAL PoLYRECEIVEDMemorandum 	 SAN Lurs OsrsPo 
CA 93407MAY 2 1988 
To 	 A. Charles Crabb, Chair Date May 2, 1988 
Academic Senate Academic Senate FileNo.: 
Copies : President' s Staff 
Academic Deans' 
Council~~ 
From 	 Warren J. Bak 
President 
Subject: 	 RESOLUTION ON ENROLLMENT GRCMI'H 'ID 
15,000 FTE AND BEYOND (AS-279-88/LRPC) 
I would like to conmend the Academic Senate and particularly the members of 
the Long Range Planning Committee for the excellent work on the issues related 
to enrollment growth at Cal Poly. 
The resolution and accompanying report will provide excellent guidelines for 
enrollment planning and I intend to adopt the general framework for planning 
proposed in the report. 
The availability of resources to accornrodate growth is an important 
consideration in the developnent of specific plans. Clearly, we have well 
defined State standards for instructional resources such as faculty positions, 
classroom and laboratory space, faculty offices, operating expenses and 
instructional equipment. Standards for non-instructional services and 
facilities are not so well defined and although we may establish needs in these 
areas, we should not expect to receive state support that is beyond what the 
practice is or will be in the CSU at the tline we propose an expansion of 
enrollment. 
Certainly there are many benefits to the tlinetable and growth rates proposed 
in the report and I intend to try to implement the recorrrnendations related 
to pace of growth. At the same tline, we will have to consider that the needs 
of the State, the expansion rates of the system, and the local constraints, 
could influence the tlinetables. 
I am forwarding a copy of the recorrmendation on enrollment growth from the 
Academic Deans' Council for your inforrration. In essence, I find that these 
recommendations are consistent with the Academic Senate's Resolution and report. 
In addition, I have asked Vice President Wilson to develop in consultation 
with you a process to bring together academic planning and enrollment planning. 
Enclosure 
State of California California Polytechni' State University 
,• San Luis Obi1po, CA 93407 
Memorandum 
Warren J. Baker April 1, 1988To DatePresident 
File No.: 
Copies.: Deans' Council 
Members , 
Charles Crabb 
Malcolm W. Wilson 
YY\J~ 
From Vice President for Academic Affairs 
Subject: ACADEMIC DEANS' COUNCIL'S RECOMMENDATIONS ON 

ENROLLMENT GROWTH 

Attached is the above subject report. If you would care to discuss it, please let me 
know. 
Attachment 
' 

California Polytechnic State University 
San Luis Obispo 
ACADEMIC DEANS' COUNCIL 
RECOMMENDATIONS ON ENROLLMENT GROWTH 
·J 
Background: 
The 1962 Master Plan for the Physical Development of the California State 
Polytechnic College, San Luis Obispo campus, contains a reference to a decision 
to master plan the non-metropolitan State Colleges at 12,000 F.T.E.. The 1968 
Master Plan for Campus Physical Development, California State ·Polytechnic 
College, San Luis Obispo, also references the 12,000 F.T.E. figure which the 
campus anticipated reaching in 1974. However, in 1969 Assembly Concurrent 
Resolution 151 (ACR 151) was passed. ACR 151 altered the time of day portion 
of the then current space utilization standards with the effect that Cal Poly's 
master planned capacity "automatically" went from 12,000 F.T.E. to 15,000 F.T.E .. 
This "automatic" change was first officially recognized when the 1975 campus 
Master Plan for Physical Development was approved. 
In 1977, the State experienced a shortage of funds, oversubscription at some 
campuses, and excess capacity elsewhere in the System. Considerable interest was 
generated in the concept of "redirection". This interest was translated into 
supplementary budget language which had the effect of freezing Cal Poly's 
enrollment at its then current level of 14,200 F.T.E.. In 1987, the campus was 
granted an additional 100 "non-capacity" F.T.E. to provide funding for its 
Cooperative Education Program. This action had the effect of raising current 
F.T.E. to 14,300 and the campus Master Plan ceiling to 15,100 since the additional 
100 F.T.E. were non-capacity. 
Physical facilities currently ·under construction and/or scheduled for completion of 
construction by 1990-91 would bring the instructional physical facility capacity of 
the campus to the 15,000 F.T.E. level reflected in the current Master Plan for the 
Physical Development of the Campus (funding for some projects is dependent on 
the passage of the Higher Education General Obligation Bonds during the election 
in November 1988). The academic deans recognize that these capital outlay 
projects were constructed based on projections of F.T.E. and that completion of 
the projects could be considered a tacit agreement to grow to the 15,000 ( 15,1 00) 
ceiling. 
An assessment of Cal Poly's mtsston was undertaken by the Academic Planning 
Committee in 1982 and after consultation with the Academic Senate, a new 
Mission Statement was approved and promulgated on September 12, 1983. That 
Mission Statement is incorporated in the Campus Administrative Manual as 
Administrative Bulletin 85-3 dated November 20, 1985. The academic deans affirm 
the fundamental objectives of the Mission Statement and the role of that 
document in planning future growth for the campus. 
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General Comment: 
The Academic Deans' Council commends the Academic Senate Long Range Planning 
Committee for its thorough and thoughtful analysis of the question of future 
growth for Cal Poly. The Council also endorses in general the content of 
Academic Senate Resolution AS-279-88/LRPC. The Deans' Council felt that less 
specificity than was contained in some of the Senate recommendations was 
desirable in order to maintain flexibility for dealing with a future which is 
difficult to predict with precision. 
Enrollment Growth to 15.100 FTE 
41 Recommendations ~ 
A. Educational Equity 
Any enrollment growth scenario for the campus should be viewed as an 
opportunity to identify, encourage, and support the enrollment and academic 
success of students from currently underrepresented segments of California 
society. 
B. Ratio of Lower-division to Upper-division Enrollment 
A Master Plan for Higher Education in California 1960-1975 (p. 59) contained a 
recommendation that "...the percentage of undergraduates in the lower division of 
both the state colleges and the University be gradually decreased ten percentage 
points below that existing in 1960 (estimated to be 51 per cent in both segments) 
by 1975." 
The Master Plan Renewed: Unity. Equity. Quality. and Efficiency in California 
Postsecondary Education the report of the Commission for the Review of the 
Master Plan for Higher Education (July 1987) contains the following language 
under Recommendation 3., page 15: "Both four-year segments shall maintain lower­
division enrollment systemwide at no more than 40 percent of total undergraduate 
enrollment..." (It should be noted that this recommendation, like the report itself, 
has not as yet resulted in legislative implementation.) 
Enrollment planning at Cal Poly should incorporate the goal for the campus of 60 
percent upper-division and 40 percent lower-division. The statewide mission of 
Cal Poly, its curricular structure, and its location should be taken into 
consideration in reaching this goal. 
C. Graduate Enrollments 
Cal Poly has chosen to place its emphasis on undergraduate education and should 
continue to do so. However, within this context, as the importance of advanced 
study at the master's level in areas consistent with the mission of the campus 
becomes established, the campus should respond in a positive fashion. 
J 
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D. Program Priorities 
The first phase of growth toward 15,100 F.T.E. should accommodate programs 
which have been approved by the campus and the Chancellor's Office but which 
are not yet implemented. 
Cal Poly should make its first incremental move toward 15,100 F.T.E. at that time 
when instructional facilities and other resources, including availability of qualified 
faculty, are adequate to accommodat.e the enrollment growth, and assuming that 
thC?t_e still exists a strong applicant pool. 
Cal Poly should make subsequent incremental moves toward 15,100 F.T.E. when, in 
addition to sufficient faculty and adequate instructional facilities, provision has 
been made to address other shortages such as non-instructional facilities and 
services (i.e. library holdings, computing capability, student housing, etc.) 
E. 	 Environmental Factors 
Considerations of growth in the University should occur in concert with the 
surrounding environment and especially with regard to the influence on the 
community of San Luis Obispo. 
Care should also be given to maintaining the positive image of Cal Poly as a 
place which is concerned with the individual and which is characterized by 
opportunities for students to build close relationships with faculty, opportunities 
to participate in student activities, and access to appropriate student services. 
Growth Beyond 15.100 F.T.E. 
Recommendations 
A. 	 Cal Poly should consider a modest expansion in enrollment beyond the 15,100 
F.T.E. which is in the current campus Master Plan for Physical Development. 
B. 	 Additional growth should be consistent with the mission and educational equity 
goal of the campus and should occur in small increments whereby growth periods 
are followed by a period of stabilization and assessment of the impacts of growth 
before considering a new phase. 
C. 	 Planning for any growth beyond 15,100 should include special consideration of the 
effect of such growth on the ambiance of the campus and the community. 
D. 	 Planning for growth beyond 15,100 F.T.E. should take into account the impact on 
both the instructional program and student life programs. 
April 1, 1988 
etc.:~ , .... ,. 
State of California 0\Ll?OLY 
Memorandum RECEIVED SAN Luis OBISPO 
CA 93407 
;JCT 2 6 1988To DateCharles Andrews, Chair October 24, 1988 
Academic Senate 
Academic Senaflf No.: 
Copies : Malcolm Wilson 
From 
Subject: ACADEMIC SENATE RESOLUTIOO 00 
ENROLlMENT GRaV'IH AND LONG-RANGE PLANNING 
This is a follow-up to our discussion this morning at which t.irre you asked 
for a report of what uses had been made of the Academic Senate report and 
resolution on long-range planning and enrollrrent growth. As I noted in 
my response to Academic Senate Chair A. Charles Crabb on May 2, "I intend 
to adopt the general framework for planning proposed in the report. " I 
also noted that the report adopted by the Academic Senate contained a number 
of i.rrportant issues which needed to be addressed in the planning process. 
It was originally intended that we would be meeting with the Chancellor 
and the Chancellor's staff late in the Spring for a follow-up discussion 
on the results of the carrpus' review of the enrollrrent growth issue during 
the year. That meeting was originally scheduled for June 10 and in 
preparation for that meeting a nunber of docurrents were being put together 
as background material which we intended to share with the Chancellor and 
the Chancellor' s staff in advance of the meeting. One of those docurrents 
to be included was the Academic SEn:ite resolution and report. 
However, before the materials were corrq;:>leted, the meeting with the Chancellor 
was postponed and has yet to be rescheduled. In addition, there is an 
overall review within the CSU system of enrollrrent for the future which 
is just now getting underway. This review, in concert with the studies 
being conducted by CPEC at the direction of the Legislature, will provide 
additional information and guidance for our own planning. 
